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~Clifto ~ Gund~rson LLP 
Certified Public Accountants & Con.illtants 

To the Comptroller 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

We have completed the audit of the consolidated financial statements of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Asset Forfeiture Fund (AFF) as of March 31,2011, and 
have issued our report thereon dated June 15, 2011. 

In addition, a separate agreed-upon procedures engagement was performed to assist you in 
determining whether internal controls over AFF micro-purchases made by the Office of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) and General Counsel for Enforcement and Litigation (GCEL), for the period 
October 1, 2004 through September 30, 2010, are effective and in compliance with applicable 
laws, regulations, and contracts that have a significant effect upon the agreed-upon procedures 
objectives. 

During the course of our audit, as well as the agreed-upon procedures engagement, we had the 
opporturlity to observe various accounting, operating and procedural matters as they relate to 
the AFF. Based on. these engagements, we have additional observations and 
recommendations. Even though the matters described in this letter (referred to as the 
Management Letter - ML) are not considered "Significant Deficiencies" as defined by standards 
issued by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, these matters are still 
important in the overall internal control structure of the AFF and require managements' 
attention. 

Exhibit I to this letter provides details of our findings. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of the AFF, and is 
not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

We are available to discuss the items contained in this letter at your convenience. 

Calverton, Maryland 
August 5, 2011 

M_",ll_ r o f. 

nllntemstlonSI
Offices in 17 stateS and Washington, DC 



EXHfBIT I 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 


ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MANAGEMENT LETTER COMMENTS 


MARCH 31, 2011 


A. 	 AUDIT AND AUP FINDJNGS 

1. 	 INTERNAL CONTROLS OVER COLLECTIONS AND RECEIVABLES 

Conditions - During our testing of the Collections and Receivables process, we noted that: 

a) 	 The OLE and GECL serve as the primary source of information related to accounts 
receivable transactions which are recorded in the accounting system by the Finance 
Office. Accounting events requiring recordation in the general ledger include 
assessment of fines, penalties and forfeiture, as well as collections from a respondent 
or third party. Fines, penalties and forfeiture activities are reported to the Finance Office 
by the program offices in a memo. These memos are used by the Finance Office to 
manually update the accounts receivable module that serves as the basis for accounts 
receivable and collection transactions recorded in the financial statements. NOM is 
compelled to utilize these manual processes because the data management systems 
utilized by the program offices are not configured to electronically export data to the 
accounting system. The lack of an integrated system increases the risk the data in the 
accounting system may be incomplete or inaccurate. 

b) 	 The OLE regional offices perform investigations that result in an assessment of a fine or 
penalty. Each enforcement officer is issued with booklet of Enforcement Action Reports 
(EAR) or "ticket books" to record violations. However, there is no system in place to 
track the completeness or inventorying of the EARs. Additionally, OLE offices receive 
payments from respondents, deposits the checks into a bank lockbox and authorize 
recordation of the transactions in the accounting system by the Finance Office. We 
were also advised by OLE personnel that due to the small size of some of the regional 
offices, checks may not be processed on a daily basis. GAO Standards for Internal 
Controls in the Federal Government, states key duties and responsibilities need to be 
divided or segregated among different people to reduce the risk of error or fraud . This 
should include separating the responsibilities for authorizing transactions, processing 
and recording them, reviewing the transaction, and handling any related assets. No one 
individual should control all key aspects of a transaction or event. The Standards also 
require that transactions should be processed timely and proper safeguards over assets 
be put in place. 

Recommendations - We recommend that management: 

a) 	 Implement policies and procedures for performing analytical review and reconciliation of 
data in the program offices' data management systems (LEADS and 
EMISIJUSTVVARE), with the data in the CBS general ledger system. 

b) 	 Establish a system that provides for adequate control over the issue and reporting of 
EARs and receipts. Ticket books should be sequentially ordered and logged, and 
appropriate controls over issue should be maintained . Also implement a system to 
maintain a log of all checks received daily, assign responsibility for receiving checks 
with more than one individual present, and ensure a separate individual bear the 
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responsibility of depositing checks to the lockbox. A mechanism should also be put in 
place for the safekeeping of checks waiting to be processed. NOAA should consider the 
feasibility of having the respondenUviolator send all checks directly to the lockbox to 
further improve segregation of duties. 

2. 	 INTERNAL CONTROLS OVER PROCUREMENT AND DISBURSEMENTS 

Conditions - During the agreed-upon procedures, we noted the following: 

a) 	 Procurement policies related to key issues such as the appropriate use of funds, 
approval for procurement of goods and services, and record retention policies are 
contained in several different policy manuals and memos or are prescribed informally 
based on the Institutional knowledge of NOAA personnel, white certain procedures are 
developed at the regional OLE/GCEL office level and therefore, may differ from office to 
office. 

b) 	 Procurement policies for Federal Express, cellular telephone service and land line 
telephone service, do not address key controls such as management approval at the 
individual user fevel , tracking of authorized end users, documenting use and receipt of 
services and record retention. 

c) 	 For over half of the 360 sample transactions tested a full set of documentary support 
was not provided . A majority of these sample transactions occurred prior to fiscal year 
2010. 

d) 	 For 4 of the 360 sample transactions tested were for an unauthorized use of the fund. 
All of these sample transactions occurred prior to fiscal year 2010 . 

e) 	 For 1 of the 360 sample transactions tested, the transaction number was incorrectly 
entered into the aCGo\.Jnting system, while 4 of the 360 sample transactions tested, 
revealed that an incorrect object class code was used. All of these sample transactions 
occurred prior to fiscal year 2010. 

f) 	 For 16 of the 360 sample transactions tested , the purchase request form or travel 
authorization was not signed. Of these, 1.3 sample transactions occurred prior to fiscal 
year 2010· and 3 sample transactions occurred during fiscal year 2010. 

Recommendations - We recommend that management: 

a) 	 Formalize a comprehensive procurement policy specifically for the AFF. Once 
developed, management should centralize these policies and procedures to be utilized 
by the regional offices, so that each office is following the same set of procedures and 
record retention policies, accessed from the same location. Additionally, pol icies and 
procedures should be updated to reflect current controls in place . 

b) 	 NOAA should also ensure AFF record retention schedules are consistent with DOC and 
National Archives Retention Administration guidelines and clearly address the different 

3 

--- - - - ..... ........--...- ...~- ­



EXHIBIT I 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 


ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MANAGEMENT LETTER COMMENTS 


MARCH 31,2011 


types of expenditures from the AFF such as, but not limited to, Federal Express and 
cellular telephone services and related documents. Additionally, procurement pOlicies 
for Federal Express and cellular telephone services should specifically address 
appropriate use of AFF funds. 

c} Implement a comprehensive record retention schedule for the AFF which supports 
NOAA's financial reporting requirements and internal and external audit needs. 

d) 	 Enforce its policies for the appropriate use of the AFF and consider whether additional 
training of personnel is warranted. 

e) 	 Strengthen policies and procedures and/or increase training for personnel, which would 
ensure transactions are properly coded and/or recorded in the accounting system. 

f) 	 Implement policies and procedures which would ensure that all transactions are 
appropriately authorized at key points in the procurement process and that 
documentary evidence of such authorization is adequately stored for ease of retrieval 
and use in supporting financial reporting requirements. 
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~C1iftonmGWlderson LLP 
Certi fied Public Acrounian;' & Coo,ulWnls 

Independent Accountant's Report on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures 

Mr. Jon .Alexander 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
20020 Century Boulevard 
Germantown, Maryland 

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by The Nationat 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) Financial Policy and Compliance Division 
(FPeD), solely to assist the FPeD in determining whether internal controls over The Asset 
Forfeiture Fund (AFF) micro-purchases made by the Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) and 
General Counsel for Enforcement and litigation (GCEL). for the period October 1, 2004 through 
September 30, 2010. are eff~ctive and in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and 
contracts that have a significant effect upon the agreed-upon procedures objectives. This 
agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards 
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). The sufficiency of 
these procedures is solely the responsibility of the NOAA Finance Office's FPCD. 
Consequently, we make nb representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures described 
below either for the purpose for which this report has been requested or for any other purpose. 

SUMMARY OF ENGAGEMENT PROCEDURES AND RESULTS 

We obtained a detailed listing of all AFF disbursements and expenses for the period of 
October 1, 2004 through September 30, 2010, and reconciled the listing to the general ledger 
for the applicable period. We selected and tested a total of 60 disbursement transactions for 
each of the 6 fiscal years ended September 30, 2005 through 2010, for a grand total of 360 
disbursement transactions for the period October 1, 2004 through September 30, 2010. Of the 
total disbursements, we selected 177 relating to travel, 111 relating t6 purchase card 
transactions, 32 relating to cellular telephone service and 40 which related to small expenditures 
not covered above. 
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SUMMARY OF TESTING 

We selected a total of 360 sample items and tested the 14 objectives agreed upon with NOAA's 
FPeD. Since there were 14 objectives, a single sample could have been tested for several 
objectives and been found to not meet several objectives. If an item did not meet the agreed 
objective or the documents were not provided, as we could not determine if it met the objective, 
they were considered exceptions and are being summarized below. We found that documents 
were not provided due to NOM's document retention policies or that they were lost or missing. 
The following summarizes our results by transaction type. 

Travel related disbursements: 

We selected 177 samples that were related to temporary duty travel (TDY) and the items that 
dld not meet the objectives are as follows: 

FY FY FYFY I FY FY
Objective 201,-",O;_-+_T_o_t_a_IS---j 

1 - TOY transactions greater 
than $150, buttess than 

2008 20092005 I 2006 2007 

3 2 8
$1,000 been expended for an 

appropriate use of the AFF. 

2 - TOY transactions greater 

than $150, but tess than 
 I 

24$1,000 in compliance with 13 10 1 
NOAA and DOC I I I 
J)olicies/procedures. '1' IIt' , 

3 - TOY transactions greater I 
than $150, but less than I 

$1,000 in compliance with 1 f 

General Service 26 4 30 1I 
Administration's (GSA) Federal II 
Acquisition Regulation and I' r 

Federal Travel Regulation 

provision~-.fo_r._tr_a_v..:.e..:.1.-.___ _ +-__+-__-+i - --t---t-----i- -- 'il-- --li 
13 - Were the transactions I ,I 
described above properly I I I 
identified as expenditures from I 

I the AFF, in NOAA's accounting I I I 
I system. ~+-~--+----+---__f--­' --+---+-­

1.4 - For the transactions !\ 


described above, was approval 
 I 
by authorized personnel, 1 I 
evidence of receipt of goods or I I ! J
services and other control I 

activities, in place and I I [I 

sufficiently documented. I I 

f-----~~T=o~t~a~ls-----+-~472~--1~6~+--1~~r-~2~+---r-~1~'--- 62 ji I
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We selected 111 samples that were related to purchase card and the items that did not meet 
the objectives are as follows: 

. FY FYFY FY _I FY I FYI Objective Totals2010
2005 
 2009
I 
 2006 2007 i-.JDJ~
-_.­
4 - Have purchase card 
transactions less than or equal I 


I 

I
to $3,000 made by OLE and 5 I 6 
 1 t 

1 13 ~ 
GCEL, been expended for an I

I appropriate use ofJhe AFF_ ! 

I 5 - Were purchase card 

transactions less than or equal 

to $3,000 made by OLE and 


19 
 28 
 8 
 6 
 ttGCEL in compliance with 

NOAA and DOC. policies and 

procedures_ 
 I 

6 - Were purchase card 
transactions less than or equal

Ito $3,000 made by OLE and 
11
4 
 7
I GCEL in compliance with 

I GSA's Federal Acquisition I 

Regulation. I 

13 ~ ,,!ere the transactions I 
 I
descrrbed above properly I 


identitiedas expenditures from I 4 
 1 
 14
7 j 1 
 1 

the AFF, in NOAA's accounting 

system_ 
 I 


I
14 - For the transactions I 

I 
! 

described above, was <;Ipproval 
, by authorized personnel, I 
 i 
 8
I 

evidence of receipt of goods or 
 8
I 
 I
I
services and other control 
activities, in place and 
sufficientl~documented. I 


126
7 
 12
48 
 10 
 9
I Totals 
 40 
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We selected 32 samples that were related to cellular telephone service and the items that did 
not meet the objectives are as follows: 

I Objective FY FY I FY FY I FY FY Totals2005 2006 2007 2008 I 2009 2010 
7 - Have OLE and GCEL 

I 
i I 

._ ---­

I 

I
I purchases for cellular 

I 
,IteJephone services , been 1 2 2 1 I 6! II expended for an appropriate !use of the AFF. I j 

8 - Were OLE and GGEL I 

3 I 6 Ipurchases for cellular 

I 
I 

telephone services in 4 4 3 

I 
6 26 

compliance with NOAA and -lDOC pOlicies and procedures. 
~. - -r----l9 - Were OLE and GCEL 

Ipurchases for cellular 
telephone services in 1 I 1 Icompliance with GSA's 
Federal Acquisition Regulation_ t-i13 - Were the transactions 
described above properly 

I 
identified as expenditures from 1 2 , 2 1 I 6 I 
the AFF, in NOAA's accounting 

! Jsystem . 
14 - For the transactions I 

I 
I Idescribed above, was approval t I . 

; I I 

by authorized personnel, I I 
evidence of receipt of goods or 1 

I 
I ' 1 

services and other control liactivities, in place and 
Isufficiently documented. 

, , 
It_______T~o~t~al~s________~~8__~~_7___~_6~~__4__~_7__~_8 ~__4_o_l 

We selected 40 samples that were related to small expenditures not previously covered and the 
items that did not meet the objectives are as follows: 

It should be noted that 18 sample items related to the small expenditures were related to FedEx 
transactions and due to the nature of those transactions it could not be detenmined whether they 
were appropriate use of the AFF or in compliance with policies, see objectives 10 and 13. 

I· I FY FY 1 FY I F" 

3 

FY l FY II
I 

Objective 2005 2006 2007 I 2008 I 2009 i 201 
!i 10 - Were small expenditures 

1 
of less than $1,000, not I I 

I 

3covered above, made by OLE I 15 6 2 2 

I 
! 

I I 
1 
Iand GCEL expended for an I 

Iap-'proQriate use of the AFF. II 
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11 -- Were small expenditures 

of less than $1 ,000, not 
 II I 1 I 

I! !covered above, made by OLE 
15 11 2 3 6 7 44

and GCEL. in compl iance with I INOAA and DOC policies and I 
procedures. 

12 -- Were small expenditu res 

of less than $1,000, not 

covered above, made by OLE 
 2 1 4
and GCEL. in compliance with I 

1 

GSA's Federal Acquisition !
Regulation. 

-
13 -- Were the transactions 

described above properly 


Iidentified as expenditures from 2 3 268 2 38 I, !the AFF. in NOAA's accounting 
,'
i 
- ,system. .. L-__ iM I 

14 -- For the transactions ! i
described above, was apProval ,
by authorized persormel, , 

,evidence of receipt of goods or , ,1 Iservices and other control ! 
t activities , in place and 

I~UffiCientlY documented. 
II..u-h i 
t 

jt 39---- t----7-­Totals 13 13 - 105-
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Objective 1: Have OLE and GCEL /ocal.and TDY travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000, been expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined by 
Department of Commerce (DOC) and NOAA's policies and procedures based on the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

Our results revealed eight exceptions relating to this objective; four were related to the fact that 
there was not enough information provided to make an asseSsment of whether the expense was 
an appropriate use of the AFF, three of which were due to the fact that the travel authorization 
form or other appropriate documents were not provided for our revrew. The remaining exception 
appeared to be an inappropriate use of the AFF. 

See Schedule I - Summary of Exceptions (Travel Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 2: Were OLE and GCEL local and TDY travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000 in compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement 
policies and procedures for travel. 

Our results revealed twenty four exceptions relating to this objective. We noted nine instances 
where the travel authorization was provided, but there was no evidence of signature to support 
authorization of the travel on the documents; three instances where the travel authorization was 
not available and therefore we could not determine whether the travel authorization was 
appropriately approved. We also noted twelve instances where no receipts/supporting 
documentation were provided and therefore could not determine that the payment was 
adequately supported. 

See Schedule I - Summary of Exceptions (Travel Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 3: Were OLE and GCEL local and TDY travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000 In compliance with General Service Administration's (GSA) Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Federal Travel Regulation provisions for travel. 

Our results revealed thirty exceptions relating to this objective; two instances where no air travel 
confirmation was provided to support the common carrier costs in accordance with the Federal 
Travel Regulation, seven instances where the documentahon was not provided to support that 
the payment was made timely , and twenty one instances that we could not determine, as the 
documents were not available due to document retention polices. 

See Schedule I - Summary of Exceptions (Travel Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 4: Have purchase card transactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE 
and GCEL, been expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined in the 
DOC/NOAA's policies and procedures based on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

Our results revealed thirteen exceptions relating to this objective; three instances of which 
appeared to be prohibited uses of the AFF funds, nine instances where no supporting 
documentation was provided to determine whether the expense was an appropriate use, and 
one instance where there was not enough information to detennine whether the expense was 
related to enforcement of marine laws. 

See Schedule II - Summary of Exceptions (Purchase Card Disbursements} for more details. 
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Objective 5: Were purchase card transactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE 
and GCEL in compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement policies 
and procedures. 

Our results revealed eighty exceptions relating to this objective, We noted two instances where 
the purchase request form was not signed by the approving offidal to document proof of 
authorization of purchase, three instances where the purchase card pre-approval form was 
signed by one individual instead of the two required, and sixty one instances where we were 
unable to determine if the transaction was approved by authorized personnel prior to purchase. 
We also noted thirteen instances where evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided 
and one instance where the trans.action number on the purchase card statement does not tie to 
the CBS general ledger system. 

See Schedule IJ- Summary of Exceptrons {purchase Card Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 6: Were purchase card tra.nsactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE 
and GCEL in compliance with GSA's Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

Our results revealed eleven exceptions relating. to this objective; which were eleven instances 
where no supporting documentation was provided and we were unable to determine whether 
the purchase card disbursement was in compliance of the GSA Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

See Schedule 11- Summary of Exceptions (Purchase Card Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 7: Have OLE and GCEL purchases for cel/ular telephone selVices, been 
expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined in DOC/NOAA's policies and 
procedures based on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

There were six instances where we were unable to determine whether the cellular services were 
the appropriate use of the AFF due to missing cell phone holder documents. One of the above 
instances was due to record retention policies. 

See Schedule HI - Summary of Exceptions (Cellular Service Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 8: Were OLE and GCEL purchases for cel/ular telephone services in 
compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement policies and procedures. 

We noted seventeen instances where we were unable to determine if authorization was 
received, due to the lack of documentation, three instances where the pre-approval form was 
not signed to show authorization and six instances we were unable to determine if the payment 
was made timely, due to lack of documentation. Two of the above instances the lack of 
documentation was due to the record retention policies. 

See Schedule II/ - Summary of Exceptions (Cellular Service Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 9: Were OLE and GCEL purchases for cellular telephone services in 
compliance with GSA's Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

There was one instance where we were unable to determine, as we were not provided 
documentation, due to the record retention policies. 

See Schedule "' - Summary of Exceptions (Cellular Service Disbursements) for more details_ 
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Objective 10: Weresmafl expenditures of Jess than $1,000, not covered above, made by 
OLE and GCa expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined in the Magnuson­
Stevens Act, as amended, and DOCINOAA 's policies and procedures. 

Our testing results revealed thirty one instances where supporting documentation was not 
provided; therefore, we were, unable to determine whether the expense was for an appropriate 
use of the AFF. It should be noted that eighteen of the thirty one instances were related to 
FedEx shipments and due to the nature of those transactions and lack of documentation it could 
not be determined whether they were appropriate use of the AFF. 

See Schedule IV - Summary of Exceptions (Small Expenditure Disbursements) for more details. 

Ob1ectlve 11: Were small expenditures of Jess than $1,000, not covered above, made by 
OLE and GCEL, in compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement 
policies and procedures based on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

Our testing results revealed forty four exceptions. We noted thirty two instances where the 
purchase reqUisition and/or purchase order/contract or equivalent document was not provided 
and we were unable to determlne whether the expense was appropriately approved in 
accordance with DOC/NOAA's pOlicies and procedures. 

We also noted six instances where no supporting invoice or equivalent documentation was 
provided and we were unable to determine whether goods/services have been received or 
whether goods/services were in accordance with applicable policies. There were six instances 
where the payment date could not be determined in order to test compliance with the Prompt 
Pay Act. 

See Schedule IV - Summary of Exceptions (Smafi Expenditure Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 12: Were small eJ(penditures of ·Jess than $1,000, not covered above, made by 
OLE and GCEL, in compliance with GSA's Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

Our testing results revealed four exceptions, where no information was provided and we were 
unable to determine whether the expense is in compliance with GSA's Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. 

See Schedule IV - Summary of Exceptions (Small Expenditure Disbursements) for more details. 

Objective 13: Were the transactions described above properJyidentified as expenditures 
from the AFF, in NOAA's accounting system. 

We noted fourteen exceptions relating to purchase card disbursements, of which three were 
related to incorrect Object class coding for the item purchased and eleven related to the fact that 
no supporting dOCUmentation was provided and we were unable to determine whether the 
expenses are properly coded in NOAA's accounting system. 

We were unable to determine six instances relating to cellular telephone service due to the fact 
that no supporting documentation was provided to test whether the expenses are properly 
coded in NOAA's accounting system; one of which was due to document retention policies. 

We noted 26 exceptions relating to small expenditure disbursements due to the fact that no 
information was provided to determine whether the expense was properly identified as 
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expenditures from the AFF in NOAA's accounting system. It should be noted that eighteen of 
the twenty StX instanCes were related to FedEx. shipments and nineteen where no 
documentation was provided due to document retention policies. 

See Schedules II - IV for summaries of exceptions for more details. 

Objective 14: For the transactions described above, was approval by authorized 
personnel, evidence of receipt of goods or services and other control activities, in place 
and sufficiently documented. 

Our results revealed one instance of cellular services that we could not determine, as the 
documents were not available due to document retention poricies, and eight instances of 
purchase card disbursements where we were unable to determine whether the corporate 
bankcard statement was properly approved since the corporate bankcard statement and/or 
invoice cover sheet was not provided . 

See Schedules I - IV for summaries of exceptions for more details. 

***_******'* ****'** *:Jr*** **'************* *"* *i: *' 

We were not engaged to, and did not conduct an examination, the objective of which would be 
the expression of an opinion on the financial statements or related financial data. Accordingly, 
we do not express such an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters 
might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 

Because the agreed-upon procedures listed below do not constitute an examination, an audit or 
review, we will not express an opinion or limited assurance on theAFF's financial statements or 
any elements, accounts, or items thereof, for the period October 1, 2004 through 
September 30, 2010. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of The National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration's Financial Policy and Compliance Division and should not be used 
by anyone other than this specified party. 

Calverton, Maryland 
August 5, 2011 

9 




NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 
AGREED UPON PROCEDlJRES 

1. 	 Have OLE and GCEL local and temporary duty (TOY) travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000, been expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined by 
Department of Commerce (DOC) and NOM's policies and procedures based on the 
Magnuson-$tevensAct, as amended . 

2. 	 Were OLE and GCEL local and temporary duty (TOY) travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000 in compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement 
policies and procedures for travel. 

3. 	 Were OLE and GCEL local and temporary duty (TOY) travel transactions greater than $150, 
but less than $1,000 in compliance with General Service Administration's (GSA) Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Federal Travel Regulation provisions for travel. 

4. 	 Have purchase card transactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE and GCEL, 
been expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined in the DOC/NOAA's policies 
and procedures based on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

5. 	 Were purchase card transactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE and GCEL in 
compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement policies and procedures. 

6. 	 Were purchase card transactions less than or equal to $3,000 made by OLE and GCEL in 
compliance with GSA's Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

7. 	 Have OLE and GGEL purchases for cellular telephone services, been expended for an 
appropriate use of the AFF as defined in DOC/NOAA's policies and procedures based on 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

8. 	 Were OLE and GCEL purchases for cellular telephone services in compliance with NOAA 
and DOC enforcement and procurement policies and procedures. 

9. 	 Were OLE and GCEL purchases for cellular telephone services in compliance with GSA's 
Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

10. Were small expenditures of less than $1,000, not covered above, made by OLE and GCEL 
expended for an appropriate use of the AFF as defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as 
amended, and DOC/NOAA's policies and procedures. 

11. Were small expenditures of less than $1,000, not covered above, made by OLE and GCEL, 
in compliance with NOAA and DOC enforcement and procurement policies and procedures 
based on the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended. 

12. Were small expenditures of less than $1,000, not covered above, made by OLE and GCEL, 
in compliance with GSA's Federal AcquiSition Regulation. 

13. Were the transactions described above properly identified as expenditures from the AFF, in 
NOAA's accounting system. 

14. For the transactions described above, was approval by authorized personnel, evidence of 
receipt of goods or services and other control activities, in place and sufficiently 
documented. 

10 




APPENDIX f 
LlST OF ACRONYMS 

AFF Asset Forfeiture Fund 

AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

DOC Department of Commerce 

FPCD Financial Policy and Compliance Division 

GCEL General. Counsel for Enforcement and Litigation 
GSA General Services Administration 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

OLE Office ofLaw Enforcement 

TDY Temporary Duty Travel 
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NOAA ASseT FORfEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASeS AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASES CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2010 


SCHEDULE I 


Objective 1: 

cFiscal Year 

Travel authorization or other Ira vel documents were not provided for our review, CG was unable to as6esS. 

Sample '1# Amount ConditionlE~ee~on 
. 

2005 23 $ 416.30 
Travel authorization or other documents were not provided to substantiate the purpose for tile tra.vel. Due to the 
lack of information, CG was unable to assess v.11ether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

2005 28 $ 96200 
Travel authorization or otller documents were not provided to subsl<lntiate the purpose for the travel . Due to the 
lack of information, CG was unable to assess ....nether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

2006 17 $ 230.70 
Travel authorization or other documents were not provided to substantiate the purpose for the travel . Due to the 
lack Qf information,CG was unable to assess ~ether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

3 

Objective 1: Insufficient infor mation p rovided to ~ssess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFf . 

Fiscal Year Sample # Amount ConditionlExC$l!tIon 

2005 18 $ 334.02 

Purpose per travel documents: Travel to GalVeston, TX to participate in Turtle Excluder Devices (TEDS) operation. 

I 

Exception: NOAA was unable to provide additional documentation to substantiate the purpose for the travel. Due 
to the lack of information, CG was unabJe tQ assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. ' 

2006 7 $ 282.00 

Purpose per traVel documents: Travel tQ Baltimore, M) to conduct target interview for HMS. 
Exception: NOAA was unable to provide additional documentation to substantiate the pu'rpose for the travel. Due 
to the lack of information, CG was unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate useof the AFF. 

2008 16 $ 497.51 

Purpose per travel documents: To migrate Anchorage Offices to New Ole Domain. 
Exception: NOAA was unable to provide additional documentation to substanUate the purpose for the travel. Due 
to the lack of information, CG was unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

2010 26 $ 414,24 

Purpose per travel documents: Sector Comptiance Operation, CFR651 c 
Exception : NOAA was unable to provide additional documentation to substantiate the purpose for the travel. Due 
to the lack of information, CG was unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

4 
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NOAA ASS~ FORFEITURE FUND 

MIC RO-PURCIiAS ES AGREED UPON PROCEOURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASES CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2010 


SCHEDULE I 


Objective 1: Traval expan$o W<lE! not iln appropriate use of the AFF. 

Fiscal Year Sample' Amount 
, 

CoriditionlException 
~ . 

2007 16 $ 111.50 

El(ception: The purpose for the travel is described on the Travel Authorization as "To trall&l to Sl Petersburg, FL 
to interview for supervisory positiao located in Galveston, TX·. Nyasha Withers, Southeast Enforcement Division 
Administrative Assistant, further explained "Charles Tyer traveled for the final selection (interview) process for the 
04 ASAC posltion. In the rema~s section of Charles CD 370 Travel Voucher explalns plans were changed due to 
picking up new GOV used for support Of investigations, with no additional charge to Government" CG beHeves 
since the original purpow of the trip was non-AFF related and no additional travel costs were 'incurred as a result of 
picking up !he GOV (presumably Af'F related), the trip should not have been charged to the AFf'. 

1 

ObjecUve 1: Total EXceptlonli 8 

Objective 2: 

AscalYear 

Travel author lza1lon o r equivalent Is missing approver's signature. 

Sample # Amount CondltionlExceplion 

2005 8 $ 248.50 
The travel authorization or equ ivalent docu ment was provided; however. there was no ph ysical sig nature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to shOW proper aUltlOrlzatloo. 

2005 21 $ 408,90 
The travel authoriZ<ltion or equivalent document was provided; however, there was no pbysipal signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show proper aulhorization. 

2005 22 $ 414.50 
The travel authorization or equivalent oocument was provided; however, there was no physical signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to Show proper authorization. 

2006 18 $ 43000 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however, there was no physical signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show properaul/1orlzation, 

2006 20 $ 927.00 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however, there was no phYSical signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show proper authorization, 

2006 23 $ 662.40 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however, there was no physical signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show proper authorization. 

2006 25 $ 282.00 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however. there was no physical Signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show properauthorl?;atlon. 

2006 28 $ 239.00 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however, Ihere was no physical Signature or we were 
not shown the electronic signature to show proper a.ulhorization. 

2008 25 $ 954.00 
The travel authorization or equivalent document was provided; however, there was no physical signature or we were 
not shown Ihe eleclronic signature to show proper authorization. 

9 
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NOAA ASSET ':ORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO.pURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS • PURCHASES CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY ;2005 • FY 201 0 


SCHEDULE I 


Objl.tl;tive 2: Travel authorizatio n or eqllivjllent was not provided, we were 11 ot al)19 to assess. I 

FI~ical Year Sample # Amollnt ConditionlExceptlon 

2005 23 $ 416.30 
Travel authorization or other documents were not provided to substantiate the purpose for the travel. Due to the 
lack of information, CG was unable to assess v.tTether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. I 

2005 28 $ 962.00 
Travel authorization or other documents were not provkled to sUbstantiate the purpose for the travel. Due to the 
lack of information, CG was unable to assess v.tJether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

I 

2006 17 $ 230.70 
Travel authorization or other documents were not provided to substanUate the purpose for the travel. Due to the 
lack of information, CG was unable to assess v.fiether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF. 

c_ 
~------ -

3' 

Objective 2: 

Fiscal Year 

Document to support the payment 

Sample # Amount , 

(~.g. travel voucher, receipts and bank card st~tements) were not prcwided, unable to detennine. 

CondltionlException 

2005 6 $ 213.70 
JPMorgan/Citibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction, as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 7 $ 21620 
JPMorgan/Citibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction. as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 20 $ 355,27 
JPMorganlCltibank statement and documenl<ltion needed to tie statement to the sample transaction. as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 21 $ 408,90 
JPMorganlCitlbank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction. as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 23 $ 416.30 
JPMorganICitibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction, as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 25 $ 476.70 
JPMorganICitibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample tran saction, as applicable, 
were not pltlvided, 

2005 27 $ 592.30 

JPMorgan/Citibank bank card stetement and documentation needed to tie the statement IQ the sample transaction, 
as applicable, were not provided. Also, the amount per the PM{)03a screen is different from the amount in the 
voucher and additional information was not provided to explain \he difference. 

2005 28 $ 962.00 
JPMorganlCitibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement 10 the sample transaction, as applicable, 
were not provided. 

14 



NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - PURCHASES CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY 2010 


SCHE'DULEI 


Objective 2 
I 

(cont'd): Document to support the payment (&.g. t ravel voucher, reci!ipts and bank card statements) were not provided, uJiable 10 determine. 

Fiscal Year ' Sample .# AlYIO'unt ' CondltlontException I 

Travel Voucher and related receipts were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to delennine whether the I 

2006 expense was properly approved and supported. 

JPMorganiCillban k statement and documentation needed to tie stalernent to the sample transactiOn. as applicable, 
2006 

11 $ 164.50 

were not provided. I 

sample transactions is for car rental exp-ense. Receipts to support the expense was not provided. AJSo, actual 
oosts for car rental expense of $921 exceed amount allotted in the travel authorization by $~77. Justification and 

12 $ 462.90 

I 
management approval for the additional charges were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to determine 

2006 20 $ 927.00 whetherlha ~pense was property 5\.ipported and approved. 

Receipts to support 'the travel voucher were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to determine v.hether the 
2006 25 $ 282.00 expense was properly supported. 

12 

Objective 2: ;rotal Eltcep'tions 24 I 

Objnctillo 3: 

Fiscal Year 

2005 

2005 

Documnntation evidancin the travel expense w as in accord ance with FedQral Trawl ROQulatlons. 

Sample # Amount CondltlonlException 

Air travel oonfinnation or comparable documentation evidencing oommon carrier costs met the requirements 
6 $ 213,70 prescribed by the Federal Travel Regulations were not provided, 

Air travel oonflrmation or comparable documentation evidenCing oommon carrier costs mel the requirements 
23 $ 416.30 prescribed by the Federal Travel Regulations were not provided. 

2 , 

Obj&ctive 3: Documentation evidencing the payment was rnadetimelywas notl"'ov[dod, 

Fiscal Year Sample # Amount . ConditionlException 

2005 6 $ 213.70 
JPMorganJCitibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction, as applicable, 
were not provided. 

2005 7 $ 2162D 
JPMorganJCitibank statement and documantation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction, as applicable. I 
were not provided, . 

2005 20 .$ 355.27 

Could not detennlne if disbursemf;lnt was made during the period due to lack of JPMorgan I Citibank statement and 
Ihe abiity 10 He the sample to them. Exception : Sample dorumentalion was destroyed due 10 NOAA retention 
policy where it states that ooples of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

I 

2005 21 $ 408.90 
JPMorganJC'rtibank statement and documentation needed to tie statement to the sample transaction, as applicable , 
ware not provkied. I 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MJCRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PR.OCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASES CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY 2010 


SCHEDULE I 


Objective 3: 

FiscalYeilr 

Documentation evidencing Ihe paymont was made timely was not provided. 

Silmple # Amount Conqj(ion/Exception 

20.0.5 

Could not determine If disbursement was made du ring the period due to lack of J PMoryan f Citibank statement and 1 
the ability to tie the sample to them. Exception: Sample documentation was destroyed due to NOAA retention 

23 $ 416.30 policy where it states that copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 

Could not determine if disbursement was made during the period due to lack of J PMoryan I Citiban k statement and 
the ability to tie the sample to them. Exception: Sample docume.ntation was destroyed due to NOAA retention 

25 $ 476.70. policy where it states that copies of cre(jit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

20.05 

JPMorganiCitibank ban k card statement and documentation needed to tie the statement to the sample transactiOll, 
as applicable, were not provided. Also, the amount per the PMOO3a screen is different from the amount in the 

27 $ 592.30. voucher and additional information was not provided to eXplain the difference. 

2005 

2006 

Could not determine if disbursement was made during the period due to lack of JPMorgan I Cltibank statement and 
the abmy to tie the sample to them. Exception: Sample documentation was destroyed due to NOAAretention 

28 $ 962.00 policy where it states that copies of credit card statements are destroyed after () years and 3 months. 

Travel Voucher and related receipts were not provided . Therefore, we were unable to det9fmine whether the 

11 $ 164.50 expen~ was properly approved and supported. 

20.06 
JPMorganlCitibank statement and documentation needed to He statement to the sample transaction, as applicable, 

12 $ 482.90 were not provided. 

~ -~' - '--- ­ -
10 

--­ ----_. 

Obje ctive 3: Couli;l not assess If disbursement was made timely due to lack of documentation. 

Fiscal Year ~ampJe# Amount CondltionlException 

20.05 6 $ 213.70 
Could not assess: The SUpport for ihe sample was destroyed due to NOM retention policy where it states that 
copjes of credit Gard st<ltemems are destroved after 6 vears and 3 months. 

! 

2005 7 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention po~cy where it states that 

$ 216.20 :copies of cnedit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 20 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it states that 

$ 355.27 copies of credit card statements <Ire destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 21 
Could not assess: The su·pport for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it states that 

$ 408.90 copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6years and 3 months. 

20.05 -­ 23 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOM retention policy where it states that 

$ 416.30 copies of credit card stat~enl.§ are destroyed aft_er 6 ~ars all.d 3 mQnths. - -
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NOM ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - PURCHASES CARD OISBURS.EMENTS 

FY200S - FY2010 

SCHEDULE I 

O~j9c1ive :'3 
(conl'd); Could not assess if d l$bursement wa s made fimefy due to lack Qf documentation . 

Fi9qlIYear Sample # Amount 
.. 

CondltfoniException 

2005 25 $ 476.70 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention poJlcywtJere ilslates that 
COJ'les of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 27 $ 592.30 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy wtJere it states that 
copies of credit card- statements are destroyed after 6 y'ears and 3 months. 

2005 28 $ 962.00 
Could not a$SeSs: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it states that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2006 12 $ 462.90 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where It states that 
copies of credit card statements are destrOyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

9 
, 

Objective 3: 

Fiscal Year-

Could not assess compliance with Significant proviSion of the GSA Federal Acquisition Regulation. due t (> Iaclt of document ation. 

Sampi!!# Amount · ConditionlException 

2005 6 $ 
-Could not assess. The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention po~cy where it states that 

213]0 copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months . . 

2005 

2005 

7 

20 

$ 216.20 

$ 355.27 

Could notas6ess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it slates that 
copies of credit card statements are destrovedatter 8.years and 3 months. 

Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it states that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

I 

I 

2005 21 $ 408.90 
Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retenlion policy where it slates that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 23 $ 416.30 
Could nol assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it slates that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 

2005 

25 

27 

$ 476.70 

$ 592.30 

Could nol assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOM retention policy where it states that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

Could not assess: The support for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where iI s'tates that 
copies of credit card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

2005 

2006 

28 

12 

$ 962.00 

$ 462.90 

Could not assess: The support {or the sample was destroyed due to NOM retention policy where il states· that 
copies of Gred II card statements ate destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

Could notassess: Th.e slJpport for the sample was destroyed due to NOAA retention policy where it states that 
copies of c~it card statements are destroyed after 6 years and 3 months. 

9 

. ~ObJG(:J.Jve 3: T~al Exc:eptiQl1s . - 30 

Total 62 out of 177 
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NOMASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO.f>URCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEP110NS • PURCHASE: CARb DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005· FY 2010 


SCHEDULE II 


Objective 4: The purchase is nO! In cQmpliance with NOAA />FF policy. 

FlscalYear S.ample# , Amount CondltlorilExcepaon 

Exception: The expense Is for oar lockS, fuel tank, fuel line' for Aleutian wind Inflatable raft. The 
amount Is charged to 26-1 S-OO-OO (purchase: maintenance of vessels). Per NOAA AFF policy in 

2005 37 $ 66.46 plaos (Ol.E1GCEL niOOlPl'andum), maintenance equipment is a prohiMed use for AFF. 

Exception: This expenses Is for colored plotter for PN William Wind. The amount is charged to 26­
13-00-00 (purchase: maintenance of vasaels). Per NOAA AFF policy in place (OLElGCEL 

442005 $ 1 578.88 memorandum), maintenance equipment Is a prohibited use for AFF. 

Excaption: This expense Is for PFDwIllstles, hand held bilge pump, marine hose. The amount Is 
charged to 26-13-0()..()0 (purchase: maintenance of vessels). Per NOAA AFF po~cy In place 

2007 41 $ 152.35 OLElGCEL memorandum), maintenance equ!Pment Is a prohibled use for AFF. 

:I 

Objective, 4: Unable to assess w hether the expenditure was an ~pproprl!lte u se of the AFF, due to lacK ()f d ocumentation . 

Fiscal Year sample # Amount Condition/Exception 

2005 30 $ 326.46 

Exception: Documents describ{ng the reason for the prorurement (e.g. purchase reqUest, bank 
card statement, receipt) were nOl provided. Therefor.e, we were unable to assess whether the 
tlLXPendilure was for so appropriate use of tile AFF. 

2005 39 $ 102.80 

Exception: Documents describing the (eason for the procurement (e.g. purchase request, bank 
card statement, roceipt) Wl;lrl;l not provided. therefore, we were unable 10 assess whether the 
el<llenditure was for so "IQI>ropr\ate uS,e of the AFF. 

I 

2005 42 $ 471.50 

Exception: Documents describing the reaSOll for the procurement (e.g . purchase request, bank 
card statement, receipt) were nOl provided. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
exP9ndlture was for afl appropriate use of the AFF. 

2006 32 $ 7.00 

exception: Documents describing the reason for the procurement (e.g . purchase request, bank 
card statement, receipt) were nOl provided. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
exP9ndit!)re was for an aopropriate useof the AFF. 

2006 34 $ 226.24 

Exception: Documents describing the reason for the procurement (e.g. purchase request, bank 
card statement. receipt) were not prQvlded. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
expendilure wa s lor an appropriate use of the AFF. 

2006 35 $ 155.08 

Exception: Documents describing the reason for the procurement (e.g. purchase request, bank 
card statement, receipt) W\lj'e nOl provided. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether tile 
exoendilure was for an approPriate use of the AFF . 
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NOAA A55ET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASE CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2010 


SCHEDlJLE II 


Objective 4: Unable to assess whether the I)xpendlture was an appropriate use of the AF F. dire to lack of docu nmntation 

Flsc!i\1 Year ~amp~# Amount . . CondltlonlExceptiQO ' . 

2006 38 $ 27,50 

Exception: Doruments describing the reason fer the procurement (e.g. purchase request, bank 
card statement, receipt) were 1'101 prOvided. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
exPenditure was for an !3Pproptiate use of the AFF. 

2006 43 $ 237.93 

Exc~tlon: Dorumehts describing the reason for the prowrement (e.g. purchase requei;rt, bank 
card statement, receipt) were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
e)(JlendIture was for an appropriate USfJ of the AFF. 

2008 49 $ 787.80, 

Exception: Doruments descriQing the reason for the prorurement (e.g. purchase request, bank 
card statement, receipt) were 1'101 proVIded. Therefore, we were unable to assess whether the 
expenditure was for an appropriate use oftha AFF. 

" . 
.1t, 

I 

Objective 4: Purchase documentatl·on did not provldu enoug h Inf Dmlatlon to determine If It was rulated to an Invutlg atlon, 

Fiscal Year Sample # . CpndltlonJExcept/on 

Excepllon: Per Information from JPMorgan Chase statement,thls expense Is for convenience 
check fee. There Is not enough Infor:mation to determine whether this expense Is related to 

AmQUnt 

45 $ 24:31201.0 enforc;ement of marina laws. 

1 

. TIf.a1 rorObja!ltlvu 4 	 13 

'the !'u rclla$O Re qUest Fonn was not signed by thi) approving official. ObJectl\!.. 5: 
" . 

FlscalYe.r Silmple# Amount CondltioniElIcllJ'tion 

Exception: The Purchase Request Form was not signed by the approving offidal to document 
2005 35 $ 448,56 	Iproofof authorization of >lUrChas8. 

Exception: The Purchase Request Form was not signed by the approving offidalto document 
2008 31 $ 44.76 Iproof of authorization of purchase. 

2 ­-
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASE CARD olSBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005· FY 2010 


SCHSI')ULE 11 


ObJective, 5: 

,Fiscal Year 

2010 

2010 

2010 

Per inform ation in the purchase request form, two signatOri es are required fe>r tlie purchase. Only one approval is 
eVidenced on the form. 

,Sample,# Amolmt Condition/Exception 

ExceptIon: The Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form was only signed by one Individual, not two as 
30 $ 403.92 regulred. 

E,xceptlon: The PurchaseCard Pre-Approval Form was only signed by one Individual, not two as 
31 $ 200.00 required. 

Exception: The Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form was only signed by one individual, not two as 
3~ $ 200.00 required. 

~ 

Approved purchase re quest form or oqulvalent Wall nOI p rovided to determine whether the purchasG Is approved by 
Objective 5: authorized personnel prior to purch llJi.e. 

Fisc'!' Year Sample # Amount Condition/Exception, 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required. per polley; howeVer, a delegation of 
authority Was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exception. NOAA provided approved 

2005 29 ~ 1n07 delegation of autholity that was dated after the date of purchase. 

Pr)or to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy; however, a deteg~ion of 
authority was. Exception': DelegatJon of Authority tested with eXception. NOAA provided approved 

20()5 30 $ 326.46 delooation of auth~ that was elated after ttle <:I~e of purchase. 

Prior to FY2000 the purchase request form was not required, per polley; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exception. NOAA provided approved I 

2005 31 $ 32.98 de~atjon of authorit}' that was dated after the date of purchase. ' 

Prior to FY2008the purchase requestform was not required. per policy; however, a delegation of I 

authority was. Exception: DeiGgatlon of Authority tested wkh exception. NOAA provided approved 
2005 $ 54.08 deleoation of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 

PrlQr to FY2008 the purchase requesUofTTl was not reql;lired, per policy; however, a delega1iQn of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 

2005 

33 

deleqatlon of au.thority that.was dated after the date 2f purchase__________$ 11.60 :34 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON MOCEDURES 


SUMMAAY OF EXCEPTIONS - PURCHA$I:: CAAD DISBURseMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY 2010 


SCHEDULE II 


ObJectlv" 5: 

Approved purchue "'quest fonn Of equivalent wes not provided to detennin6 whether the purchase is approved by 
~utl\orlzed peraonnel p rior to purchase. 

Fi~cail Vear Samp'-' ~ount . Oondltlon/Exceptlon .' . 
' . 

2005 36 .$ 161 .37 

Prior to FY200B the purchase request form was not required, per policy; however, a detegallon of 
autlJorlty was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOM provided approved 
idelegation Ofauthority that was dated after the date of purchase . 

2005 38 $ 41.63 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request fann was not required, per policy; however, a delegallon of 
authority W<tIi, Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with excaptlon. NOAA prolJided approved I 
idellqatlon of authority that was dated after the dale of purchase. 

2005 

2005 

39 

40 

$ 102.80 

$ 27.9.6 

Prior to FY200B the purchase request fOrin was not required, per policy; however, a deleg;:ltion of 
authority was. EJ<ceptlon: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOM provided approved 
deleoatlon ofauthoritYJhat was dated after the date ofj>urchase. 

Prior to FY200B the purchase request form was not required , per pOlicy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegat.1on of Authority tested with exception. NOM provided approved 
Id(jlegation ofauthority that was dated after the d.ata ofplJrchase. 

Plioi'to FY2006 the plJrchase request form was not required, per policy; however,adelegatlon of 
illJthorltY was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested wttil exception. NOAA proviqed epproved 
delegation tif authority that was dated after the date of purchase.2005 45 $ 85.51 

2006 30 $ 999.16 

Pri<t io FY200B the purchase requ~l form was nol required, per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with excep!lon. NOM provided approved 
deleqation of authority lhat was.dated after the data of.purcha.se. 

2006 31 $ 2,095.00 

Piior to FY2006 the purchase request form was nol required, per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. IOxception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA prolJidedapproved 
deleqatlon of authority that was daled after the date of purchase. 

2006 33 $ 6 1.90 

Prior to FY200B the purchase request fonn was not required, per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of AuthOrity lested w"h exception. NOM provided approved 
klelegatlon of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCE'PiIONS • PURCHASE CAAD DISBURSE:ME:NTS 

FY200S . FY201Q 


SCHEDULE' II 


Approved purchiUiiI ~quest fOrm or equivalent was not provided to detennine whether the purchase is approved by 
ObJ~t1ve 5: aut horlzod porson.nelprlor to pu rchase. 

Fiscal YaM Am9Unt .. . Conditlo.nlExcePtIon Samp.. " 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase req uast form was not required. per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: DelegatiOn of Authority tested w~h exception. NOAA provided approved 

;1006 $ ZZ6.24 delegation of auth.Ority that was dated after the date of purchase.34 

Prior IQ FY2008 th~ purchase request fonn was not required, per policy; however. a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegationofi\utl1ority tested with eXception. NOAA provided appro:.ted 

2006 36 S 563.00 delegation of authorftv that was'.dated after!/ie deJa of p_urChaso, 

Pricr to FY2008 the purcllase re<Juost form was not required, per policy; hOwever. a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority te~ted with exception. NOAA provided approved 

2006 37 $ 467.00 delegation of authority that was dated after the date ofpurchase. 

Pricr to. FY2008 the purcllase request form was not required, per polley; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Except ion: D\!legatlon of AuthOrity tested with exception. NOAA prOvided. approved 

2006 $ 27.50 delooation of authorl\V that was dilled after the date of purchase. 38 

Prior to FY2.00S the purchase request fonn was not required, per policy; however., a delegation of 
authority was. t;:xceptlon: Delegation of Authority tested wHh exception. NOAA provided appfaved 

2006 $ 130.99 delegation of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 40 

Prior to FY200S!he purchase request form wIIS not required, Pf)t pQlicy; however. adelegatkln of 
I 

authority was. Exception: Delegation ofAuthority tested with excoaptioo . NOAA provided approved ' 
41 $ 7.952006 delegation of authori!1'lhatwas dated after the date of purchase. 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy: however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exceptloo. NOAA provided approved 

2006 42 $ 23.43 delegation of authority that waS dated after the date of purcha se. 

Prior to FYZQ08 the purchase request form Vias not required, per policy; however, a delegation of 
autborfty was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exceptioo. NOAA provided approved 

2006 $ _237,93 deleoallon of authority that was dated after the date of \lurcha§e. 43 
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NOAA ASSET FORFE:ITURE FUND 

MIC~O·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF e:XCEPfIONS • PURCHASE CARD.DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2010 


SCHEDULe: II 


Objective 5 

(cont'eI): 

Approved purchase request torm or equivalent was not provided to determine w hether the purchl$o Is approved by 
ltuthorl:rod ponoonnol prlor fo purchase, 

Fiscal Year Sample # Amount COl)dltlof!/Eltceptlon 

2006 

.2006 

45 

46 

$ 8.99 

$ 120,00 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase reqI,Je$t form was:not required, per poHcy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA proviQed approved 
delegation of authority ~~t was dated I:\fter the date of purchase. 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exception. NOAA. provided approved 
delegation of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 

Prior to FY2008the purchase request form was not required , per policy; however, a delegation of 
liuthorlty was. Exception: Delegation ofAuthority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
delegation of liuthOrity that was dated after the date of purchase.2006 48 $ 534.54 

2007 32 $ 120.00 

Pdor to FY200B the purchase request form was not req\Jlrl;ld, per policy; however, a4elegatjon of 
<luillority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exceptloli. NOAA provided approved 
deleg;:ltJon of authorJIY that was dated after thadate of purchase. 

2007 

2007 

34 

35 

$ 979.25 

$ 42.88 

Pdor to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policY; hoW8V8f, a delegation of 
authorlty was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
deleaation of authority that was dated after the date 0'1 purchase. 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy; hOwever, a delegation of 
authority W;:IS. Exception: DeIfi)9ation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
delegationQf .authorlty that was dated after the date of purchase. 

Prior IQ FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy; how(Wer, a de1egallon of 
authority was. Exception: DelegatJon of Authority tested with exception. NOAA pro\>ided approved 
delegation of authority that was dated after th.edate of purchase. 2007 37 $ 100.00 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCE;DURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASE CARD DISBUftSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2010 


SCHEDULE II 


Approved purch ase request f onn or equivalent waB not p roVided to .detennlne whether the purchase is " 1>Provad by 
Otijectlv& 5: 

Fiscal Year 

8IJlhorifed ~r!;;Onnel p rior to purchasCl, 

. . $ample # Amount CondItlonl,Exoept!qn 

2007 43 $ 127.96 

Prior to FY200B the purchase request form Wall not requjr~, per policy, however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
del6l'latlon of authority thaI wall dated Cifter the date of purchase. 

2007 46 $ 1H.97 

Plicr to FY2008 the purchase request form was not requIred, per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
delegation of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 

2007 50 $ 22.90 

Prior to FY2008 the purchase request form was not required, per policy. however, a delegation of 
authority was,ExceptlOn: Delegation of Authority tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
delegation of authority that was dated after the date of purchase. 

2007 52 $ 25.00 

Prio!' to FY2008 the purchase request fonn was not required , per policy; however, a delegation of 
authority was. Exception: Delegation of Authorlty tested with exception. NOAA provided approved 
delegation ofauthority that was dated after the date of purchase. . 

2008 33 $ 66.00 Exception: Approvedpurchalle Request fonn or equivalent wa!i not provided. 

2008 35 $ 889.96 Exception: Approved purcllase Request tonn or equivalent was not provided. 
; 

2008 37 S 19.95 

Prior to FY20QB the purchase request fonn was not required, per policy; however, B delegation of 
authority was. Exceptfon: Delegation of Authority tested w~h exception. NOAA provided approved 
delagBtiQn of authority that was dated after the date of purchass. 

2008 40 $ 199.00 Exceptfon: Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was not provided. 

2008 46 $ 1,395.00 !;xception: Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was not provided. 

2009 32 $ 1,960.00 Exceptlon: Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was not provided. 

2009 35 $ 340.10 Exception: Approved purcllase Request form or equivalent was not provided, 

2009 36 $ 115.00 Exception: Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was not provided. 

2009 39 $ 29.95 Exception: Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was T)Ot provided. 

2009 40 $ 80.00 Excc:ptlon: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provided. 

2009 47 $ 1,049.45 Exception: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provided. 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURe: FUND 

MICRO-PURCHAS/:S AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SLlMMA~Y OF EX-OJ: PYlONS· PURCHASE CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY ;W05· FY .2010 


SCHEDULE,ll 

Objective 5 
(oor~t'dl; 

Approved purchase Nque&t form or equ IWlent was not provided to determine whether ttle purchase ill approved by 

authorized personn el prior topurchas9. 

Fiscal Year 8:ample # Am°U"t · CondltJon/Exceptf.on 

2009 48 $ 127.99 Exception; Approved purchase Request fonn or equivalent was not provided. 

2010 32 $ 17.50 Exception: Approved purchase Reque.stform or equivaleni was not provided. 

2010 33 $ 23.12 Exception: fI.pproved purchase Request form or equivalent Was not prOVided. 

201.0 37 $ 25.32 EXception: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provl<led. 

2010 40 $ 34.94 ExceptIon: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provided. 

2010 43 $ 8.00 Exception: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provided, 

2010 49 $ 23.22 j:.xceptlon: Approved purchase Request form or equivalent was not provided. 

50 

Unable to asses'> evldence.of recolpt 01 goods/S(lrvicos was not provided. ObJect fve 5: 
.,Sample # Condition/ExceptioriFlec.l YOllr Amount . 

Exception; Evidence of receipt of goods/services was no! provided. 2005 $ 172.0729 

Excllption: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provi'<;led.2005 30 $ 326.46 

Exception: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided.39 $ 102.80 2005 

Exception: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided.$ 471 .50 2.005 42 

S 7.00 Exception; Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided. 2006 32 

Exception: EvIdence of receipt of goods/services was not provided. 2006 34 $ 226.24 

Exception: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided.$ 155.082006 35 

Exception: Evidence of receipt ofgoods/servlces was not prOVided. 37 $ 467.002006 

Excllptlon: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not provided. $ 27.50 2006 38 

Exception: Evidence of receipt of goodslservices was not provided. 43 $ 237.932006 

Exception: Evidence of rt'!Celpt of goods/services W/,lS not provided. 492006 $ 787.80 

Exception: Evidence of reCeipt of goods/serviCes was not provided. 2010 31 $ 200.00 

Exception: Evidence of receipt of goods/services was not prOVided. $ 200.00 2010 35 

1~ 
~ ~-

2S 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON f'ROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· PURCHASE CARD DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005· FY :l010 

SCHEDULE II 

objeo live 5: 

Fiscal Year 

iJnab le to assess due to not enough docume.ntati()n provided to verity the reconcHed a nd approved GCPC statem&nt Is 
related to ~l1u &amp l.(I tran0/3ction . 

. Sample.;¥ Amount 
. 

condltJonJExceptlon 

2005 

2005 

2005 

29 

30 

39 

$ 172.07 

$ 326.46 

$ 102.80 

Exception: Support dOcuments SUl;h as the purchasE! request, purchase log or receipt for 
goods/services were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to verify t·he GCPC statement was 
for the sample t ransaction. 

Exception: Support documents such as the purchase request, purchase log or rllcelpt for 
9oods/servloes were not provided . Therefore, we were unable to verify the GCPC statement was 
'or the sample transaction, 

Exception: Support document$ such as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
goods/servloes were not proviOed. Therefore, we were unable to verify the GCpe statement WC!S 
for the sample trlimsactlon. 

2005 

.2006 

2006 

42 

32 

34 

Exception: Support documents such as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
. goods/servioes were f19t provided. Therefore, we were unable to verlfy the GCPC sta~ment was 

$ 471.50 for the samQletransaction. 

Exception: Support dOcuments such as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
goods/servtoes were not provided. Therefore, we WIlre unable to verify the GCPC statement was 

$ 7.00 for the sample tran;saction. 

Exception: Support dOcLiments such as the purchase request , purchase log or receipt for 
goods/servt~.s were not provided. Therefore,we were unable to verify the GCPC statem.ent was 

$ 226.24 for ttwsample transaction. . 

2006 35 

Exception: Support dOcuments !!uch as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
goods/servtoes were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to vE)rlfy the GCpe statement was 

$ 155.08 for the sample transaction. 

2006 37 

Exception: Support documents such as the purchase request, purchaseiog or receipt for 
goods/seNloes were not prOVided. Therefore, we were unable to verify the GCPC statement was 

$ 467.00 for the sarnple transaction. 

2006 38 

Exception: Support documents such as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
goods/servloes were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to verify the GCPC statement was 

$ 27.50 for the samole transaction. I 

2006 

2006 

43 

49 

Exception; Support documents such as the purchase request, purchase log or receipt for 
goodsfservt<:es were not provided. Therefore, we were unable to vertfy the GCPC statement was 

$ 237.93 (or the sample transaction. 

Exception: Support document!> such as tI'a purchase request , purchase log or receipt for 
goodsl!;;ervt{l8s were not provided. Therefore . we were unable to verify the GCPC·statement was 

$ 787.80 for the sampletransairtion. 

·11 • 

I 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMA~Y Of' E)(CEPiIClN.S - PURCHASE CARODISaURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY2010 


SCHEDULEil 


Objective 5; The transaction number 011 the purchase card statement does nat tie to CBS system . 

.FI~aIY.ar : ~ample# , Amount - . 9ondltlonleXcep(lon 

The tr!lnsaction nUrT,Iber on the purchase card statement.i& 340224-2-1 while the number on the 
CBS prlhtout Is 336854-19-0. Although the amount meloh but not able to conftrm whether they refer 
to tha same transaction. Exception: Per discussion with Diana Carpenter, Bran¢h Chief of 
Purchase Card and Col'ltracls. the client typed wrong transaction nurrber when posting the 
Information In thesystern . The tmnsactlon number should be 340224-2-1. However, CG Is able to 
tie the amount,vendor information from GIL to Individual and corporate· bank statements and 
purchase card log. The documents support the transaction. This typing error is related to internal 

2009 45 $. 221.00 coritrol flndlna. 

1.. 

" ., ' Total f!lrObJ~Cltlve 5 
.-

J 
. ~ 

,:, , ~. ..­ 1, • . 80 
---­

o­

,-~ 

Objective 6: No support provided to .ctetermlne whether the expense la.I"· compliance 0' thl! GSA Federal Acqul$ltlori Regulatl()n. 

FiScal Yellr Slimple# Amount COI'Idltlonl!1)(cepti Qf1 . ' .. , 

Exc~ptlon: Nof>IJpport provided !O test whether the expense is in oompllance of the GSA Fe<ietaJ 
2005 29 $ 172.07 ACQuisition RegUlation . 

Exception: No support provided to test Whether the expense Is In oompllance of the GSA Fe<ieral 
2005 30 $ 326.46 ACQuisition Regulation. 

Exception: No support provided \0 lest whether toe expense Is In oompllance of the GSA Federal 
2005 39 $ 102.80 ACQUisition Re(lulatlon. . 

Exception: No support provided to test whether the expense Is In oomplianceof the GSA Federal 
2005 42 $ 471 .50 ACQuisition ~ulation . 

Exception: No support provided to test whether the expense is in oompliance of the GSA Feder",1 
2006 32 $ 7.00 ACQuisition Regulation . 

Exception: No support provided !O test whether the expense is in compliaT\ce of the GSA Federel I 

2006 34 $ 226.24 ACQulsitton Regulation. 
Exception: No support provided tei test whether the expense Is In comp/lance oftne GSA Federal I 

2Q06 35 $ 155.08 ACQuisition Reaulallon . 
Exception: No support provided !O lest whether the expense Is Ih compliance of the GSA Feeleral I 

2006 37 $ 467.00 ACQUisition Regulation. 
El!ceptlon: No support provided to test whether the expense is In compliance ofthe GSA Federal 

2006 38 $ 27.50 ACQuisition RegUlation. 
Exception: No support provided to toot whether the expense Is in compliance of the GSA Federal 

2.006 43 $ 237.93 Acquisition Regulation. I 

Exception: No sUpPOrt provided !O test whether the expense Is in oompliance of the GSA Federal 
I 

2006 49 $ 787,80 A«lulsitkm Regulation. I 

-
11 , . 

. 'j"l'~1 fOl-0b1e~S '. - 11 '-~ 
' . 

,~; 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREE[WPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS · PURCHASE CARD OISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005· FY 20tO 


SCHEDULE n 


Objecti ve 13; Object class code do" not match purch ased Item, 
. 

. " 

Amount Condition/ExceptionFI5Cljl Ye.!If Sall\ple f!. 
This transactio n is for DVD recorder. It is charged to 31-23-00-00 (Non-<:apitallzed AOP and 
telecommunications equlpment).The proper code for tt should be 31-20-00-00 (non-<:apltallzed 
equipment) or similar code. which Includes all othernofl-capitaHzed equipment not purchased or 

2007 51 $ 259.98 Issued from Inventory. Exception: Ob~ct class code does not match purch;;ised Item. 
This transaction Is for conference registration fee . It Is charg(ld to 2.3-20-00-00 (rental payments to 
others). T he proper code for it should be code related io con(eteJ1j;6. Exception: Objf>ct class 
coW does not match purchasad'i(em . 
ThiS transaction is formonHor. It Is charged to 25-28-00-00 (general office supplies). The proper 
code for it should be 31-20-00-00 (non-capitalizt;ld equipment). Exception: Object class code does 

2009 

j 2600.00.412008 

not match purchased Item, $ 1960,0032 

3
"--- --~ 

Objective 13: No support to determine whet~e r tho oxpen.sos Elro properly coded In NOAA's accounting system. 

Fiscal Yitar Sample # Amount Condition/Exception' 

2005 

2605 

29 

30 

$ 

$ 

17Z.07 

326-46 

EXclJptlon : No support was provided to test Whether the ~xPenses are properly coded In NOAA's 
!;lccoUl')'tjn~ ' system. 
Exception: No support was providt;ld to test whetheJ the l'lxpenses a~e properly coded in. NOAA's 
BC(Ountlng system. 

I 
I 

Exception: No support was provided to test whether th89'xpenses are properly codedlh NOAA's 
2005 39 $ 102.80 accounting system. 

~005 42 $ 471.50 
Exception: No support was provided to test whether the expenses are properly codild In NOAA's 
accounling sYstem. 

2006 32 $ 7.00 
exCeption: No support was provided to test whether fhe.expenses are properly coded In NOAA's 
accounting system. 
Exception: No support was provided to test whether the expenses are properly coded in NOM's 

2OQ6 34 $ 228.24 IiIc(Ountingsvstem. 

2006 

2006 

35 

37 

$ 165.08 

$ 487.00 

Exception: No support was providoo to test whether the expenses are properly coded in NOAA's 
actountingsystem. 
Exo.eptlori: No support was provided to test whetherthe expenses are properly coded In NOAA's 
accountlnQ system. 

2006 38 $ 27.50 
Exception: No support was provided to test whether the expenses are pro perty coded In NOM's 
ac(Ountlng system. 

2006 43 
. EXception: No support was provided to test whether the expenses are properly coded in NOAA's 

$ 237.93 IiIcoo\.lntinQ system. 
Exce~tion: NO support was provided to teat whether the ElX penses are properly coded in NOM's 

2006 49 $ 787.80 accounting system. 

11 

Total for Objootlve 1 ~ t4 -~ . ~ 
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NOAA ASS,ET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGRl:ED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY 01' !:XCEPTlONS • PU~CHASI': CARD OISBURSEM"'NtS 

FY wos· FY 2()10 


SCHEDULE" 


Objective 14: 

Unable Ie> detarml Me whether cQrporate bank ca.rd statomcnt are prci~rly approved .as corp()rate bankcard .tIItOm~nt 
does not tie ttl Inv.tllce ctlvar sh,"t. 

Fiscal Y(la,r Sample # Amount Condition/Exception 

2005 30 

. 

$ 326.46 

Unable to test whether corporate bank card statement are properly approlled as corporate bankcard 
statement .does nOltie.to inllOice oover.$heet. Exception reclassified: Tfledient provi/;led the 
wrOfl9 corporate bank card statement whidl does not match inllOica cover sheet. POW 
management. NOAA did no! maintain the matched corporate bank card statement. 

2005 31 $ 32.98 

Unable to test whether corporate bank card statement are properly approved as corporate bankcard 
sta\ementdoes nbtfle to IIWaice cover shoot. Exception reclassl1htd: The client provided the 
wrong corporate bank Card sta.tament which does no! matoh InllOlca collar sheat.POW 
management. NOAA did .ho! mafntain the matched corporate bank oard statement. 

I 

2005 3~ $ 21.59 

Unable to test whether corporate bank card statement are properly approved as corpor<Jte bankcard 
IStatement does not tie to invoice cover sheet. Exception reclassified: The c:llent provided the 
wrong corpor.ate b<lnk card slatement whldI doe.s not malch Invoice oove~ sheet. PPW 
mc;lnagE:lment. NOM di<;l no! maintain the matched COrporate bank card statement. 

2005 35 $ 448.56 

Unable to test whether corporale bank card statement are properly approved Sf; oorporate bankcard 
~tement does not iie to in'JOlce cover sheet. Exception reclasllified: The dient provided the 
wrong corporate bank card statement whldl does not 'match If1\IOlce oover sl)e\'lt. POW 
management, NOM did no! maintain the matclledcorporate bank card statement. 

:!005 36 $ 161.37 

Unllble to test whether corporate bank card statement are property approved as corpor~ Dllnkcarci 
statement does not tie to Invoice oover sheet. Exception reclas.slfled: The dlent provided the 
wrong corporate bank card statement which dollS not match invoice cover she\'lt. POW 
management. NOM did not maintain the malclled corporate bank card statement. 

2005 39 . $ 102.80 

Unable to test whether corporate bank card statement are properly approved as corporate bankcard 
statement does nOltie to invoice wver sheet. Exception recla~liifll!d: The dien! provided the 
wrong corpora Ie bank card sta!emen.t whidl does not mstep inllOice ooversheet. POW 
manag6lTlf!nt. NOAA did no! maintain the matched corporate bank card statement . 

2005 44 $ 1.578.88 

Unable to test whether corporate ban.k card statement are properly approved as corporete bankcard 
stalement does not tie to invoice cover sheet. Exception reclassified: The client provided the 
wrong corporate bank card statement whldI does not match invoice cover sheet. POW 
management. NOAA did not maintain the matched corporate bank card statement. 

2005 45 $ 85.51 

Unable to test whether corporate b"nk card statement ate properly "pproved as corporate ban~tard 
statement does no! tie to invoice cover sheet. Exception reclassified: The dient provided the 
wrong corporate bank card statement which does not match Invoice cover she\'lt. POW 
mal)agefOllnt. NOAA did not maintain the matched corporate bank card statement. 

S 

'Total for Qblectfv" .14 : a 

Total for PurchlWG Card,; : 126of1 11 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· CELL PHONE SERVICE DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2011 


SCHEDULE III 


Object ive 7: Unable to assess whether the expanse was l!I" appropriate usc of the AfF from the documentation provided. 
..FiscalY~r ConQltiorVEx~ePtlonAmo~l\t. Samp!e" 

The title of cell phone user is not prCNided to test whether it is proper use of AFF. 
Exception: The documenls are destroyed per Sedion 3,14.2 of the Commerce 
Acquis~ions Manual located at 8020.05d in which it slates. that the approving official 

2005 46 $ 440.93 musl 'retain cardholder files for 3 years from final payment." 

Documen!<ltion evidencing the cellular telephone was issued 10 authorized personnel 
2006 47 $ 445.43 as defined in NOAA's policy for the. appropriate use of the AfF was not provi(led. 

Documentalion evidencing the cellular telephone was issued to authorized personnel 
51 $ 189.00 as defined in NOAA's policy for Ih.e appropriate use of Ihe AFF was nol provi(led. 

Documentation evidencing the cellular telephone was issued to authorized persOnnel 
2009 

2.006 

42 $ 642.18 .as defined.in NOAA's_polii:;yfor Ihe appropriate use of Ihe AFF was nol provided. 

Dorumentation evidenclllgihe Cellular telephone was issued to authorized personnel 
2009 50 $ 97.22 as defined in NOAA's policy forihe appropriate use of.lhe AFF was not provided. 

Documentation evidencing lhe cellular telephone was issued to authorized personnel 
53 $ 157.84 as defined in NOAA's POlicvfor the aDproj)riate use of Ihe AFF was not .Jlfovlded. 

ObjectIVe 7, . 

2010 

Tot/ll Exceptions It 

0!liectlve 8: 

Fiscal Year 

Unable to aSStlS5 whether the cardholder meaivod authorln ti on requLred by NOAA policy prior to making the 
c redit card purch asil. 

Sl'101ple # Amount Condition/exception 

2005 

Could noldelermine. Exception: The documents are deslroyec;l per Section 3.14 .2 of 
the Commerce AcqUisitions Manual located at 8020.05d in which it states, that the 

46 $ 440.93 approvinll official must "retain eardhOlder files for 3 years from final payment. • 

2005 
Purchase Card Pr&-Approval Form or DelegaUon of Authority, as applicable, evidencing 

47 $ 535.31 authorization to make the purchase was not provided. 

2006 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or Delegation of AuthOrity, as applicabie, evidencing 

47 $ 445.43 authorization to make the p(.Irchase was not provided. 

_20()9 
-

Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or Delegation of Authority, as applicable, evidencing 

- ~ - $ J29Jl1 auth.9ri~ion 10 make the purchase was nol provided. _ 

30 

http:defined.in


NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEPURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· CELl. PHONE SERVICE OISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY 2011 


SCHEDULE III 


Object[\le B 

(con't}: 

Unable to assess whether tne cardholdltr received authorization required by 

NOM policy prior to making the credit card purchase. 

Fiscal Yeaf. Sampta 1# Amount 
-. 

Condition/exception 

2006 51 $ 189.00 
Purchase Card Pre"Approyal Form or Delegation of AuthOrity, as applicable, evidencing 
authorization to make the purchase was not provided. 

2007 33 $ 210.69 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or Delegation of Authority, as appUcable, evidencing 
authorization to make-the purchase was not provitjed. 

2007 36 $ 6:26.50 
Purchase Caid Pre-Approval Form or-Delegation of Authority, as appficable, evidencing 
(luthorizalion to make the purchase was not provided. 

2007 45 $ 267.44 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or Delegation of Authority, as applicable, evidencing 
authorization to maka the purchase was not provided. 

2008 

200B 

34 

55 

$ 152.79 

$ 69.67 

Purchase Card Pre-~pproval Form orequivalenl evidencing authorization 10 make the 
Ipurchase-was not provided. 

Purchase Card Pre-Approval FolJi1 or eqUivalent evidencing authorization to make the 
Ipurchase was not provided. 

200B 

2009 

56 

33 

$ 113.07 

$ 36M7­

Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidencing authorization to make the 
ipurchase was not ~ovidad. 

Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidencing authorization to make the 
Ipurchase was not provided. 

2009 42 $ 642.18 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidencing authorization to make the 
ipurcf)ase was not I:>rovlded. 

2009 57 $ 3(l3.30 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidencing authorization to make the 
purchase was nol proVided. 

2010 53 $ 157.84 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidenclng authorization to make the 
purcf)ase wa" nol provided. 

2010 

2010 

55 

56 

JS 226.16 

$ 500.00 

Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or equivalent evidencing authori48\ion 10 make the 
purchase was riotprovided. 

Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form or eqLivalenf evidencing aulhori:lation to make the 
Dvrchase was no1 provided. 

17 
- - - - -­ ---­ -­ -­ ---­ -­
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASE.S AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - CEL.L PHONE SERVICE DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 - FY 2011 


SCHEDULE III 


Objective 8: Credit card pu"ch~Sf! was not properly avthorized in accordance with NOAA policy. i 

Fi.6~tYear Sample # Amount Condition/exception 

201,0 48 $ 236.46 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form y,:.<!s not signed by the cardholder's supervisor and 
authorized wdget personnel. 

2010 52 $ 167.54 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form was not signed by the carcllolder's SlJpervisor and 
authorized budqet pl)rson(1e1. 

2010 54 $ 84.98 
Purchase Card Pre-Approval Form was not signed by the carcllolder's slipervlsor and 
euthorized budget personnel. 

3 

Objective 8: Unable.to assoss whether payment was made timely (within 3D days Clf the invoice roctllpt date). I 
Fiscal Year 

2005 

Sample# . . 

46 

Amount 

$ 440.93 

Condition/Exception 

Could not detetmine. ExCeption: The documents are destroyed per Section 3.14.2 of 
the Commerce Acquisitions Manual located at 8020.05d In which it states, that the 
approving official must "retain cardholder files for 3 ~ars from final payment.· 

I 

I 

2005 47 $ 535.31 
CKibank statement was not provided. Therefore. we were unable to verify the 
statement date recorded in the aCGOuntino SYstem. 

I 

2007 53 $ 93.85 
CKibank statement was not provided. Therefore, we were unable to verify the 
statement. (late recorded in th.e accountinQ system. 

2007 54 $ 807. 2S 
Citibank statement was not provided Therefore, we were unable to verify the 
statement date reCQrded In the accounting system. 

2007 55 $ 175.40 
CKibank statement was not provided Therefore, we ware unable to verify the 
statement date recorded in the accountina system. 

2008 55 $ 69.67 
Citlbank statement was not provided. Therefore. we were unable to verify the 
statement date. recorded in the accountin\:! system. 

2008 56 $ 113.07 
Citibank statement was not provided. Therefore, we were un<;lble to verify the 
statemllnt date recorded in the accountiilq system. 

~ . 
Ob~ctiV!'l8: . . Total Exqeptioru 

~ 

26 -
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROC~DURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS • CElL PHONE SERVICE DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2D11 


SCHEDULE IU 


Objective 9: 

Fiscal Year 

2005 

_. ObJooihIOJ3:_ 

Unable to assess whether goods and services were 

iproclIred in accordance with Fetteral Acquiliitlon Reg "ll1tioIW. 

sample #I Amount , Condition/EXception 

' Could noldetennine. E)(ooption: The documents are destroyacl per Section 3.14.,2 of 
the Commerce Acquisioons Manual located at 8020,t;l5d in Which it states, that the 

46 $ 440.93 approvlna official mvst "retain cardholder fifes for 3 vears from final payment." 

Tota! Exceptions 1 

I 

" 

. . ~-.-- - -_. ­ - ­ - -

Objective 13: 
Unable to D5S;9SS whettrtir tho transaction was properly-i dentified as oxpondlturoli f rom tho AFF, in NOAA' s I 

accounting systaltl. 

Fiscal Year Sample # Amount .. Condition/Exception. I 

2005 46 $ 440.93 ' 

Could n~t determine. Exception: The documents are destroyed per Section 3.14.2 of 
the Commerce Acquisitions Mat'luallocated at 8020.05d in Which it states, that the 
approving official must "retain cardholder fifes for 3 years from final payment." 

2006 47 $ 445.43 

lWe were uoab!e to assess whether the e)(penditure was an appropriale tJSe of the AFF 
from the support documents provided. As a result, we. were unable to determine 
whether the expenditure Was. properly identified In NOAA's accounting 'system as an 
e~endjture from the AFF. 

2006 51 $ 189.00 

We were unable to assess whether the expenditure was an app.ropriate use of the AFF I 
from the support doclJITlents provided. As a resun, we were unable tode1ertnine 
whether the expenditure was properly ldentiftacl In NOAA's accounting system as an 
expenditure from the AFF. 

2009 42 $642.18 

W..." "oobO to '~M W,,,.. ,, "" .,,"""'''"'' ~"oa""rop"'" ~" of " .. AFF I 
from the support documents provided. As a resun , we were unable to delarmine 
whether the expenditure was property identifiacl in NOAA's ~untirig system as an 
6)(Q,endlture from the AFF. 

2009 50 $ 97,22 

We were uoable to assess Whether the expenditure was an appropriate use of the AFF 
frqrn the support documents provided. As a result, we w ere unable to delermine 
whether the expenditure was properly Identifiacl in NOAA's accounting system as an 
expenditure from the AFF. 

2010 53 ,$ 157.84 

We were unable to assess Whether the expenditure was an appropriate use of the AFF 
from tlra support documents provided. As a result, we were unable 10 determine 
[Whether the exper)diture was property identified in NOAA's accounting system as an 

iexpenditure from the AFF. 

ObJectlva 13: ' Tata t Ex.;eptJans G I 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· CELL PHONE SERVICE DISBURSEMENTS 

FY 2005 • FY 2011 


SCHEDULE III 


Objectl~ 14: Evidence of r~ceipt of 1/crvlc;es an) rlQt sufficiently IIocumented unab.le to determine. 

. Fiscal Year Sample # Amount" Condition/Exception 

2005 46 $ 440.9$ 

Could notdeteri'llina . Exception: The documents ara destroyed per Section 3.1 4.2 of 
the Commerce Acquisitions Manual which it slates, that the approving official must 
"retain cardholder files [or 3 years from final payment.· 

Objectille 14: T9ml Exceptions . 1 ., 

40 out of 32 
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NOAA ASSET ':ORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - SMALL EXPENPlru~ES 


FY 2005· FY 2011 
SCHEDULE IV 

Objective 10: Unable to a.Scaas whether the expen!!!e was an :appropriate use of Ihlt AFF from the documentation provided. I 

Fiac:alYear Sample # Condition/ExceptIon , I 
2005 1-3 	 Unablfi1 to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of documentation. I 

F'edEx expense - unable to assess Whether the expense was an appropriate use ofthe AFF due to a lack of 
2005 48 documentation. 

. i 
Rental expense for storage· unable to assess whether Ihe expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to i 

2005 49 a Jack of documentation. ' 

FedEx expense - unable to assess wllelher the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
~5 ~ 	 ~~~. I 

FadE:< expense· uneble to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lacK of I 
2005 51 <locumentation. 

Rental car expense - unable to assess due to a lack of documentation evidencing the rental car was procured 
for authorized personnel performing enforcement related activares. as defined in NOAA's poJicyfor the 

2005 53 appropriate use of the AFF. 

FedE", expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
2005 54 	 documentation. 

Rental car expense " unable (0 assess due to a lack of documentation evidencing the rental car was procured 
for authorized personnel performing enforcement related activities as defined in NOAA's policy for the 

2005 55 appropriate use of the APF. 

Rental car expense - unable to assess due to a lack of documentation evidencing the rental car was procured 
for authorized personnel performing enforcement related aclivnies as defined in NOAA's policy for the 

2005 56 appropriate use of the AFF. 

FedEx expense· unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
2005 57 documentation. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF du e to a lack Of 
2005 58 documentation. 

Rental Expenses - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
2005 59 documentation. 

FeDExexpense • unable 10 assess whether the expense was an approprrate use ot the AFF due to a lack of 
200560 documentation. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
2006 52 documentation. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 
~ _f.ooL_ 53 docurnentalion.__ _ ________ 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MIC RO·PUR CHASES AGREED UPON PROCi3)URES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - SMALL EXPENDITURES 

FY 20DS - FY 2011 


SCHEDULE IV 


Objective 10 

(collt'd): Unable to assess w hether the expense WaSil" appropr iate use of the AFF from the documentation provided, .. 

Fiscal Year Sample # : .CC?l1ditionJexcepfion 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lad< of 
2006 
 55 
 documentation. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use oltha AFF due to a lad< of 
200£;) 56 
 documenla.tion . 


Telephone expense for FTS IPAC leam - unable to assess whether the expense was for an appropriate use of 

2006 
 58 
 the AF F dl,Je to a lack ofdocument(3tion. 

Fe.dEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lad< of 

2006 
 doCUmentation. 


FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use Qf the AFF due to a lad< of 


60 


2007 
 56 	 . documentation.. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lad< of 
2007 
 57 
 documentation . 


FedEx expense - unaple to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 

2008 
 57 
 documentation. 


FedEx expense - unableto assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 

2008 
 documentation.59 


2009 
 23 
 Unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of dOC1)mentation. 

Telephone expense for FTS IPAC team - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of (he 
2009 
 58 
 AFF due to a lack of documentation. 

FedEx expense· unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to a lack of 

2009 
 59 
 documentation. 


Telephone expense for FTS acets ree. branch - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use 

2010 
 57 
 of the AFF due 10 a lack of documentation. 


Telephone expense tor FTS accls rec. branch - unable to assess wnether the expense was an appropriate use 

2010 
 59 
 of the AFF d\Je to e lack of documentation. 

FedEx expense - unable to assess whether the expense was an appropriate use of the AFF due to ·a lack of 
2010 
 60 
 documentalion. 

Rental car expense - unable to assess due to a lack of documentation evidenCing tile rental car was procured 
for authorized personnel performing enforcement related activities as defined in NOM's policy for the 

2006 
 57 
 a()pr~riate use of the AFF. 


Rental car expense - unable to assess due to a la ck of documentation evidencing the rental car was procured 

for authorized personnel performing enforcement related activ~ies as defined in NOM's policy for the 


2006 
 appropriate use of the AFF.59 

31
Total ObJllcUve 10 


--	 , ~ . '" --'--- --'--.. ---~ 
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NOAA ASSET FORFEITURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPtIONS· SMALL EXPENDITURES 

FY 2005 • FY 2011 


SCHEDULE IV 


Obje ctive 11: 
Purcha.se requisition or equivalent not provided to deteml lne wheUlor the t ransaction is approved by autho rized 

Iperson net. I 

Fiscal Year Sample # Condition/Exception , - I 

2005 13 
I 

SuPPOrt not provided. 

2005 49 Support not provided . 

2005 
. 

52 

Rental of GSA Iruck{motor pool) Purchase requisition or equivl;ltent not provided to determine whether the 

I 
transaction is approved by authorized personnel. Exception: policy states that "records relating to individual 
employee operation of Govemment-owned vehicles, including driver determines, authorizatiooto use, safe 
driving awards, and related correspondence were destroyed 3 years after separa~on of empfoyee ()f 3 years 
after rescission of authorization to operate Govemment-owned vehicle, whichever is sooner." i 

2005 53 

Purchase requisition or equivalent not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by authorized I 

personnel. ExceptKm: policy state~ that "records relating to individual employee 0peration of Govemment-

I
owned vehicles, induding driver detennines, authorization to use, safe driving awards, and related 
correspondence were destroyed 3 years after separation of employee or 3 years after rescission of 
authorization to,OQ.erate Government-owned vehicle, VoIhichever is sooner." 

2005 55 

Rental of GSA truck (motor pool) Purcl1ase requisition or eqUivalent not provided to detennine VoIhether tl1e ! 

transaction is approved by authorized personnel . Exception: Per workpaper at 8020.05c, No. 7 on page 2 I 

Which states that "records reating to individU?l1 employee operation of Govemmenl-owned vehicles,including 
driver determines, authorization to use, safe driving awards, ?lndrelated correspondence 'Nere destroyed 3 
years after separation of employee or 3 years after rescission of authorization to operate Govemment-owned 
vehicle, whichever is sooner." 

2005 56 

Rental of GSA truck (motor pool) Purchase requisition or equivalent not provided to determine 'h11ether the 
transaction is approved by authorized personna/ . Exception: Per workpaper at 8020.05c, NO. 7 on page 2 
which statas thal "records relating to individual employee operation of Govemment-owned vel1ides, including 
driver detennines, authorization to use, safe driving awards, and retated correspondence wera destruyed 3 
years after separation of employee or 3 years after rescission of authorization to operate Government-owned 
vehicle, whichever is sooner." 

2005 59 
Purchase requisiton or equivalent was not provided to deterniine whether the transaction is approved by 

authorized personnel. 

2006 57 
EPurchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personnel. 

2006 58 
Telephone expense for FTS I PAC learn. Exception: Purchase requisition or equiv91lent was not provided to 
determine whether the transaction is approved by authorized personnel, 

2006 59 
Purchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to determine whether thf;) transaction is approved by 
authorized personn el. 

37 



NOAA ASSET FORFErrURE FUND 

MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· S,.,ALL EXPENDITURES 

FY 2005· FY 2011 


SCHEDULE IV 


Objective 11 
(cont'd): 

Pu rchase requisition or equivalent not provided to dete-rmine whether th& transaction is approved by authorj::~d 
personnel. 

FlaGal Year · 

2007 

Sample # 

59 

Con'dltjonj~~ptlon 

Purchase requisition or squivaient was not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personn el. 

2008 58 
Purchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to detem1ine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personnel. 

2008 60 
PUrchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personnel. 

2009 23 
Support not provided . Exception: Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient evidenc.e was not provided in 
order to support this semple; Therefore, this is a n exception . 

2009 58 
Telephone expense for FTS IPAC team . Exception: Purchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to 
.determine whether th.e transaction is approved by authorized personnel. 

2010 57 
Purchase requisition or eqUivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaciioo is approved by 
aufhorized personnel. 

2010 58 
Purchase requisitiol') or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personnel. 

2010 59 
Purchase requisition or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction is approved by 
authorized personnel. 

1$ 
- ' ­ " .._-­ - - - - '---- ­ -~--

Objecllve 11 : 
Purchas& orderfcon1ract or e-qulvalent not.provided to determln& whether ti1e tnmsacUon is approved by authorized 
personnel. 

Fiscal Year Sample # Condition/Exception 

2005 13 Support not provided . 

2005 52 
Rental of.GSA truck (molor pool). Exception: Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to 
determine whether the transaction was approved by ;:l,ulhorized personnel. 

2005 53 
Rental of GSA truck (molor pool). Exception: Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to 
determine whether the transaction was approved by authorized personnel. 

2005 55 
Rental of GSA truck (motor pool) . Exception : Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to 
determine whether thetransactiop was approved by authorized personnel. 

2005 56 
Rental of GSA truck (motor pool). Exception: Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to 
d.etermine whether the transaction was approved by authQrized personnel. 
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NOAA ASSEt i=ORFE:rrt.lRE FUND 

MICRO.pURCHASES AGREED UP-ON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS -SMALL EXPENDITURES 

FY 2005 - FY 2011 

SCHEDULE IV 

Objective 11 
(cont'd): 

Purchase oraHlcontract or eqUivalent not provided to detennlne whether the transaction Is approved by auth orized 
pet'Sonnel. 

Fiscal Year Sample' ConditionlExce<ption 

2006 54 
Purchase order/contracl or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction was approved by 
authorlze.d personnel. 

2006 57 
Purchase order/contract or eq uivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction was approved by I 

.authorized personnel. . 

2006 58 
Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to de.termine whether the transaction was approved by 
authorized personnel. 

2006 59 
Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the transaction was approved by I 

aut.horized personnel. 

2007 
. 

58 
Purchase order/contract or equlvalenl was not provided to determine whether the transaction was approlled by ! 

authorized personnel. J 

2009 23 Support not provided . ! 

2009 58 
Purchase order!contract or equivalent was not provided to determine whether the. transection was approlled by I 

authorized personnel. . I 

2010 57 
Purchase orderlcontract or equivalent was not prollided to determine whether the transaction was approved by ! 

<iluthorized ~$OnneJ. 

2010 59 . 
Purchase order/contract or equivalent was not provided to determine wheth!;lr the transaction was approved by ! 

authorized per$Onnel. 

-­
14-­ -

Obj~'tive 11; 

Fiscal Year 

2005 
2005 

No approve

Samp~# 

13 

59 

d invoice Is providod to determine whether tl:1f1 good&lservica haw been received and/or whofh~1 the 

Condition/Exception 

SUPPort not provided. 

Support notprovldeo. 

No approved Invoice is provided to determine whether the serviceigoods is received <Jnd whether the 
2006 57 servicetgoods are approved purchases. 

No approved invoice is prollided to determine whether the service/goods is recailled and whether the 
2006 

2008 

2009 

59 

58 

23 

service/qoods are approved purchases. 

No approved invoice is provided to determine whether the sBrviceigoods is received and whether the 
service/goods are approved purchases.. 

Support not providecl . Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient ellidence was not provided in order to 
support this sample: Therefore. this Is an exception. 

6 
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MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEf>TIONS· SMAll EXPENDITURES 

FY 2005· FY 2011 


SCHEDULE IV 


Objective 11: .Payment information is not provided to determine whether th~ disbu rsement was.made w ithin 3D days of 

Fiscal Year Sample # . ConditlOf1/Exceptlon 

2005 13 
Support not provided . Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient evidence was not provided in order (0 

support this sample' 

2006 57 
Payment information was not provided to determine whether the disbursement was made within 30 days of 
service/receipt d<l1e. 

2006 59 
Payment information was not provided to determine whether the disbursement was made within 30 days of 
sflrvice/receipt dille. 

2009 23 
Support not provided. Unable to determine this attflbute as sufficient eVid.snce was not provided in order to 
support this sample; 

2010 60 
Payment information Was not provided to determine whether the disbursement was made within 30 days of 
service/receipt date, 

2010 58 
Payment information was not provided to determine whether the disbursement was made within 30 days of 
service/receipt date. I 

6 :. ., 

Total Objer<.U\(D 11 . ~ 44 

Objective 12; 
No Information was p rovidild 10 determIne whether the expense Is in oompltance with GSA's Federal AcqUisition 
Regulation. 

Fiscal Year Sample # CpndHionJException 

2005 13 
Support not provided. Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient evidence was nol provided in order to 
5l,jpport this sample. 

2006 57 
No information was provided to determine whether the expense is in compliancewilh GSA's Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. 

2009 23 
Support not provided , Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient evidence was not provided in order to 
SURP0rt this sample. 

2006 59 
No information was provided to determine whether the expense is in compliance with GSA's Federal Acqulsaion 
Regulation, 

Total ObJct£tht& 12 - 4 
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MICRO·PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS· SMALL EXPENDITUI<ES 

FY 2005 • FY 2011 


SCHEDUU'OIV 


Ob~ctlVe 13 
(cont'd): 

No information 1s provided to determine whetlll!r th is expense was property Identified as expendit ures from the AFF 
in NOAA's account ln" system. 

FisCOII Year Sarnple# 
-

Condition/Exception 

2005 13 
Support not provided, Un\lble to determine this attribute as suffICient evidence was not provided in order to 
support this sample, 

2005 48 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: No information provided to aSses whether expense should be charged to \he 
AFF, The gener<ll records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/oulgoing 
registered mail poUches, registered , certified, insured, ovemlght, express, and special delivery mail induding 
receipts and retum receipts : Destroy when 1yr old, Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

2005 50 

FedEx Expenses" Exception: No information provided to assEls whether Elxpense should be charged to \he 
AfF, The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incomingJeutgoing 
re9istered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, overnight, express, and special delivery .mail including 
receipts and return receipts : Destroy when 1 yr Old , Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policY 

2005 51 

FedEx Expenses" Exception: No information provided to asses whether expense should be charged to the 
AfF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to Incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, overnight. express, and special delivery mail inclUding 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old , Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

2005 54 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: N6 information provided 10 asses whether expense should be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 States that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered, certlfied, insured, ovemight, express, and special delivery ma~ including 
receipts and return receipts : Destroy when 1yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

2005 57 

FedExExpenses " Exceptl0n: No information provided to asses whether expense should be charged to the 
AFF, The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pOlJches, register~, certified, insured, overnight, express, and special delivery mai including 
receipts and relum receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old, Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

~ 2000__L~_ 

FedEx Expenses" Exception: No information provided to asses whether expense should be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered. certified, insured, overnight, express, and special delivery mail Including 
receipts and retum receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old, Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention p()licy 

- - - -­ - - - - -
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NOAA ASSET FORFErrURE FUND 

MICRO-PURCHASES AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 


SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS - SMALL EXPENDITURES 

FY 2005 - FY 2011 


SCHEDULE IV 


VPjeCllve 13 INOIntormatlon·ls prGVided to determme Wh ether this expense was property Identmea as expencntures.Trom Ine At-t' 
(col'lt 'd) : In NOAA's accounting system. 

f=iscal Year SamJjle# Condition/Exception 
FedEx Expenses - ExcepUon; No information provided to asses whe1her expense shoold be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 secUon:s 2 and 6 states that reoords relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches., registered, Certified, insured. overnight, express, and spedal delivery maH including 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

I 
2005 60 retsotron poliey I 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: No informa.tlon provided to asses whether expense should be charged to the I 

AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to inooming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, ovemight, express. and special delivery ma~ indudjng 
receipts and retum receipts: Destroy when 1yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

2006 52 retention policy I 
FedEx Expenses - Exception: No information provided to asses whether expellseshould be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing I 
registered mail pouches, regislered, certified. insured. ovemight. express, and special detivery mail including 
receipts and retum receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

2006 53 retention policy I 
FedEx Expenses - Exception: No information provided to asses whether expense should be ctiarged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that recorQS relating 10 incoming/outgoing 1 

registered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, oYlilrnight . express, and special delivery maW induding 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when lyr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

2006 55 retenijon policy I 

-~ 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: No info.ffilation provided to asses whether expense should be ·charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedUle 12 sections 2 and 6 states that-records relatilg to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches. registered, certified. insured, ovemight, express, and special delivery maW including 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

2006 56 retention policy 

2006 57 No infonnation was provided to assess \lt11ether this expense was property identified. 

No supporting documents were provided. Per retention policy; "motor vehicle ledger and worksheet providing 
2006 58 cos1 and expense data are destrqyed 3 vears after discontinuance of ledger or date of worksheet. 

2006 59 No infoffilation was provided to assess v;i1ether this expense was properly identifie.d. 
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Objective 13 
{~ont'dl : 

No information is provided to determine whether this expense was properly Identified as expendilures. from lhe AFF 
in NOAA's accounting system. 

Fiscal Year Sample # .Condition/Exception 

2006 60 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: No infofTTlation prOVided to asses whether expense sho.uld be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to.incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered , certified, insured, overnight. express, and special delivery mail including 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

2007 .56 

FedEx Expenses - Exception: No information provided to a.sses whether expense should be charged to (he 
AFF. The general records scheduie 12 sec/lons 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches. registered. certified, insured, overnight, express. and speciaJ delivery mail including 
receipts and return receipts : Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per recprd 
netenUon policy 

2007 57 

FedEx Expenses - ExcepHon: No information provided to asses whether eXpense should be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 slates that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mai[pouches, registered, cartified. insured. overnight, express, and special delivery ma~ including 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old . Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retenUon policy I 

2008 57 

FedEx EXp.enses • Exception: No joformation provided t.o asses whether expense should be charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches. registered , certified, insured, overnight. express, and special delivery man including 
receipts and return receipts: Destroy When 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destro~dper record 
retention ~oIiCY 

2008 59 

FedEx Expenses -Exception: No information provided to asses whether expe nse should be cha rg ed to th e 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 
registered mail pouches, registered. certified, insured, ovemight, express. and special delivery mail including 
receipts ano return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 
retention policy 

2009 23 
Support not provided. Unable to determine this attribute as sufficient evidence was not provided in order to 
sUQj)ort ihis safllQle. 

'----- ­ 2009 58 No information was Qrovided to assess whethe-r this eX[1ense was Qrol2erl:t identified. 
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Objective 1.3 No information is provided to determine whether (his eXJloose Wl\51 Jlroperty identified as expenditures from the AFF 
(cont~d): in NOAA's accounting system. 

. SampleflFiscal Year ConcJltlonlException I 


FedEx Expenses - Exception: No nformation provided to asses whether expense should be charged to the I 


AFF. The general records sc!,!edule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relalng to incomiilglout9oin9 

registered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, overnight, expreSS, and special delivel)' mail including 

receipts and retum receipts : Destroy when 1 yr old , Therefore thi! documents were destroyed per record 

I 

2009 
 retentiof) policy 


2010 


59 

57 
 No information was provided to assess whether this expense was properly identified . I 


2010 
 No informalion was provided 10 assess whether Ihis expense was properly idenlified. 
FedEx Expenses - Exception: No information provided to asses whether expense should be.charged to the 
AFF. The general records schedule 12 sections 2 and 6 states that records relating to incoming/outgoing 

59 


I 

registered mail pouches, registered, certified, insured, overnight, express, and special dativel)' maa including 

,receipts and return receipts: Destroy when 1 yr old. Therefore the documents were destroyed per record 

2010 
 60 
 retention policY 

' . . 26 
' . i
c .Total ObJecllve 13 


Tolal 105 out of 40 
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